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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . The amendment filed 3/27/2007 has been entered. Claims 1-3,6-8,1 1 have been 
amended. No claims have been added or cancelled. Accordingly, claims 1-15 are 
pending in this office action. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 

USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 

obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 1-3, 6-8, 11-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over US 2003 0065774 (hereinafter Steiner) in view of US 6625595 



(hereinafter Anderson). 



Application/Control Number: 10/606,243 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2166 

2. As for claim 1 , Steiner discloses: a search unit configured to, when receiving 
from an agent a search request to search for a desired information service from a 
plurality of information services existing on a network, search a registry in which said 
plurality of information services are registered in such a manner that said plurality of 
information services correspond to information items and item values corresponding to 
the contents of each service (See paragraph [0027] and table 2 agent requestor, 
database of resources are maintined by the resource broker ); and search condition 
item extracting means for extracting at least one of an information item related to the 
information service retrieved by the search unit and a value of the information item, from 
the registry and notifying the agent of at least one of the information item extracted as a 
re-search request and the value extracted, together with the result of the search made 
by the search unit (See paragraphs 0039-0041). While Steiner does not differ 
substantially from the claimed invention, the disclosure of wherein the search unit 
outputs the result of the search to the search condition item extracting means when the 
result of the search specifies a larger number of information services than a specified 
number of information services is not necessarily explicit. Anderson however does 
disclose wherein the search unit outputs the result of the search to the search condition 
item extracting means when the result of the search specifies a larger number of 
information services than a specified number of information services (See column 3 
lines 8-1 5). It would have been obvious to an artisan of ordinary skill in the pertinent art 
at the time of the invention to have incorporated the teaching of Anderson into the 
system of Steiner. The modification would have been obvious because too many results 
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are often not helpful to a user and can often confuse the user, likewise too few results 
are not helpful and can result in frustration to the user, therefore it makes sense to 
specify a number or range for the number of results and allow variances (i.e. more or 
less) based on whether the system prefers to error on the side of more or less results. 

As for claim 2, the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and further Steiner 
discloses: wherein the search apparatus condition item extracting means classifies, 
common category, at least one of the information item names and the item values 
related to the information service retrieved by the search unit and notifies the agent of 
the result (See paragraphs 0041 and 0076). 

As for claim 3, the rejection of claim 2 is incorporated, and further Steiner 
discloses: wherein the search condition item extracting means uses ontology trees to 
classify, by common category, the information item names and/or item values related to 
the information service retrieved by the search unit (See table 3 and paragraph 0088 
note that Resource Description is a category name and List of resources has properties 
of each resources, also note paragraph 0086). 

3. Claims 6-8 are information service support claims corresponding to information 
service search support claims 1-3 respectively, and are thus rejected for the same 
reasons set forth in the rejection of claims 1-3. 
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Claims 11-13 are information service search method claims corresponding to 
information service search support claims 1-3 respectively, and are thus rejected for the 
same reasons set forth in the rejection of claims 1-3. 

Claims 4,5,9,10,14,15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Steiner and Anderson as applied to claim 2 above, and further in 
view of US 6327590 (hereinafter Chidlovskii). 

4. As for claim 4, the rejection of claim 2 is incorporated, and further Steiner differs 
from the claimed invention in that Steiner does not explicitly disclose: wherein the 
search condition item extracting means classifies, by the frequency of appearance, the 
information item names and/or item values classified by category and notifies the agent 
of the result. Chidlovskii however does disclose the search condition item extracting 
means classifies, by the frequency of appearance, the information item names and/or 
item values classified by category and notifies the agent of the result (See column 1 
lines 41-44). It would have been obvious to an artisan of ordinary skill in the pertinent art 
at the time the invention was made to have incorporated and teaching of Chidlovskii into 
the system of Steiner. The modification would have been obvious because the more an 
information item name appears; the assumption is the more vital that item is to the 
operations of the provider. This statement is not one of conclusion. An artisan skilled in 
the art must use the phrase the assumption is or something similar because frequency 
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of appearance is not the most accurate method of classification but is nevertheless 
implemented because it is one of the easiest, with both heap and bubble sort having 
modifications that use a frequency sort 

As for claim 5, the rejection of claim 4 is incorporated, and further Steiner differs 
from the claimed invention in that the search condition item extracting means 
determines the qualification as a search condition item of each of the information item 
names and/or item values classified by the frequency of appearance for a search 
condition, on the basis of its frequency of appearance and notifies the agent of the 
result is not explicitly indicated. Chidlovskii however does disclose: wherein the search 
condition item extracting means determines the qualification as a search condition item 
of each of the information item names and/or item values classified by the frequency of 
appearance for a search condition, on the basis of its frequency of appearance and 
notifies the agent of the result (See column 9 lines 46-51). It would have been obvious 
to an artisan of ordinary skill in the pertinent art to have incorporated the teaching of 
Chidlovskii into the system of Steiner. The modification would have been obvious 
because the more an information item name appears; the assumption is the more vital 
that item is to the operations of the provider. 
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Claims 9 and 10 are information service support claims corresponding to 
information service search support claims 4and 5 respectively, and are thus rejected for 
the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claims 4 and 5. 

Claims 14 and 15 are information service search method claims corresponding to 
information service search support claims 4 and 5 respectively, and are thus rejected for 
the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claims 4 and 5. 
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Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments filed 3/27/2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Applicant argues: 

Neither Steiner nor Anderson nor their combination teach or suggest search 
condition item extracting means for extracting at least one of an information item and a 
value of the information item. The examiner apparently characterizes the search broker 
of Steiner as corresponding to the claimed search condition item extracting means. 
However, the search broker determines candidate resource providers. Accordingly, the 
output of the search broker of Steiner is resource providers not the search results. In 
fact in Steiner the resource providers deliver the search results directly to the original 
requester. 

Examiner responds: 

Examiner is not persuaded. While applicant is correct in his characterization of 
the search broker, the search broker is used to find resource providers. Resource 
providers however do receive the query (See paragraph 0040) and the original resource 
requestor also receives the search results from the resource providers) (See paragraph 
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0041). Therefore we have resource providers extracting information items and values 
based on the query forwarded by the search broker. 



Applicant argues: 

Steiner fails to teach or suggest "the search condition item extracting means 
classifies by common category... the information item names as recited in claim 2. The 
examiner argues that paragraphs 0041 and 0076 of Steiner teach the above quoted 
element of claim 2. Applicants respectfully disagree. The cited portions of Steiner teach 
classifying resource providers together based on same resource description. 

Examiner responds: 

Examiner is not persuaded. Examiner is entitled to give claim limitations their 
broadest reasonable interpretation in light of the specification. Interpretation of Claims- 
Broadest Reasonable Interpretation During patent examination, the pending claims 
must be 'given the broadest reasonable interpretation consistent with the specification.' 
Applicant always has the opportunity to amend the claims during prosecution and broad 
interpretation by the examiner reduces the possibility that the claim, once issued, will be 
interpreted more broadly than is justified. In re Prater, 162 USPQ 541,550-51 (CCPA 
1969). In the case of claim 2 and claim 1 resource providers could be considered 
information items. Moreover even if information item is read to exclude the resource 
providers (which it is not) then the classification of the resource providers by description 
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as in table 3 automatically results in the classification of the results that come from the 
resource provider. 

Applicant argues: 

Steiner fails to teach or suggest "the search condition item extracting means 
uses ontology trees to classify by common category,... the information item names" as 
recited in claim 3. As discussed above, because "the search condition item extracting 
means uses ontology trees to classify by common category,... the information item 
names," descriptions such as "Travel", "Trip", and "Tour" would be categorized into one 
common category. However in Table 3 of Steiner, it may be impossible to make "Trip or 
Tour correspond to Resource Provider 003 and Resource Provider 004 which provide 
services related to travel. 

Examiner responds: 

Examiner is not persuaded. Applicant has not quoted the most important aspect 
of claim 3 which is " at least one of the information item names and the item values 
related to ... . Therefore the category of Travel in table 3 is enough to satisfy claim 3, 
and whether or not "Trip" or "Tour" could be added is irrelevant. 
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Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Leon J. Harper whose telephone number is 571-272- 
0759. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30AM - 4:00Pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hosain T. Alam can be reached on 571-272-3978. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



LJH 

Leon J. Harper 
June 8, 2007 



Mohammad AH, 
Primary Examiner 



